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Introduction
The Standard Model of particles physics is, so far, the best description there
is of the subatomic world, and the recent discovery of a new scalar particle,
makes it now complete. It has, for more than sixty years, resisted to all the
tests it was submitted to, and one of those tests is the consistency check of the
Cabibbo–Kobayashi–Maskawa (CKM) matrix, allowing flavour transitions
within weak charged currents. This matrix can be described by four free
parameters, that need to be determined by the experiment.
Overconstraining the parameters describing the CKM matrix, one can
probe the consistency between the different experiments and the SM expec-
tations. These tests of the CKM matrix are made by two main groups,
one is the UTfit collaboration, and the other is the CKMfitter group, whose
framework is used hereafter.
CKMfitter is a group of a ten of people gathered to provide worldwide
renowned fits, using a minimiser written in fortran, and theories written in
the Mathematica language.
The first part of this work will focus on the basic knowledge needed to
understand what are Constrained Minimal Flavour Violation (CMFV) mod-
els, the second part will talk about how new measurements can constrain the
CKM matrix elements, and the last part will deal with the CMFV imple-
mentation within the CKMfitter package.
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Chapter 1
CKM matrix and models of
Minimal Flavour Violation
1.1 CKM matrix and Unitarity Triangles
1.1.1 Introduction
The Standard Model (SM) is described by a lagrangian density with a SU(3)c×
SU(2)L × U(1)Y gauge invariance [1]. In this model, fermions are classified
in left-handed doublets and in right-handed chirality singlets.
Gauge invariance forbids mass terms for fermions or gauge bosons. The
introduction of a scalar doublet of SU(2)L, denoted φ, breaks spontaneously
the gauge symmetry when it acquires a vacuum expected value. Conversely,
three out of the four scalar fields are absorbed to provide a longitudinal
polarisation for the Z andW bosons. At the same time, the φ field couples to
the quarks by the following most general gauge-invariant and renormalisable
Yukawa terms in the lagrangian density:
LY = −λdijQ¯I3LiφDI3Rj − λuijQ¯I3Liǫφ∗U I3Rj + h.c, (1.1)
where λu,d are 3 × 3 complex mass matrices, φ is a scalar SU(2) doublet
field, i, j are generation labels, and ǫ is the 2 × 2 antisymmetric tensor.
QI3L are left-handed quark doublets, and UR, DR are right-handed singlets
in the weak eigenstate basis. When φ acquires a vacuum expectation value,
〈φ〉 = (0, v/√2), mass terms appear
−MdijD¯I3LiDI3Rj −MuijU¯ I3LiU I3Rj + h.c,
with,
Mu(d) =
λu(d)v√
2
.
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The mass matrix can be diagonalised,
V
u(d)
L M
u(d)V
u(d)
R =

mu(d) 0 00 mc(s) 0
0 0 mt(b)

 ,
with V
u(d)
L and V
u(d)
R unitary matrices. One can then define,
QI3Li =
(
U I3Li
DI3Li
)
= (V u†L )ij
(
U
′
Lj
(V uL V
d†
L )jkD
′
Lk
)
.
The Cabbibo-Kobayashi-Maskawa (CKM) ([2], [3]) matrix, defined as
V uL V
d†
L , is a (3×3) unitary matrix allowing the transition between the flavours
of quarks. It relates the weak eigenstates DI3 = (d, s, b) to the mass eigen-
states D′ = (d′, s′, b′),
d′s′
b′

 = V uL V d†L

ds
b

 = VCKM

ds
b

 =

Vud Vus VubVcd Vcs Vcb
Vtd Vts Vtb



ds
b

 . (1.2)
The matrix elements Vij (i = u, c, t ; j = d, s, b) are complex numbers.
1.1.2 Number of free parameters
For an (n × n) complex matrix, where n describes the number of quark
generations, there are 2n2 free real parameters, one modulus and one phase
for each matrix element. However, for unitary matrices, the relations
(V V †)jk =
∑
i
VjiV
∗
ki = δjk, (1.3)
where δjk is the Kronecker delta
1 , reduce the number of independent param-
eters. The compact writing of Eq. (1.3) embodies constraints on real param-
eters only, such as |Vud|2+ |Vus|2+ |Vub|2 = 1 (j = k), and real and imaginary
parts, as in the scalar product between columns j 6= k. Eq. (1.3) leads to
n + (n(n− 1)) /2 independent constraints on the moduli, and (n(n− 1)) /2
constraints on phases.
Moreover, physics is invariant under
V →

eiφ
U
1 0
0
0 eiφ
U
n

V

eiφ
D
1 0
0
0 eiφ
D
n

 ,
1δjk =
∣∣∣∣1 if i = j0 if i 6= j
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1.1. CKM MATRIX AND UNITARITY TRIANGLES
where φU,Di are phases of the up (U) or down (D) mass eigenstate fields.
This rephasing freedom of the 2n quark fields can in general be used to
fix only 2n− 1 phases of V , the last rephasing freedom φU,Di = φglobal leaving
V unchanged. Thus, the total number of free parameters will be (n − 1)2.
The (3×3) CKM matrix depends hence on 4 parameters, one being a phase.
The latter implies that CP violation can be accounted for in this framework.
1.1.3 Standard parametrisation
The standard parametrisation [4] for VCKM uses 3 Euler angles (θij) and one
global phase (δ),
VCKM =

 c12c13 s12c13 s13e−iδ−s12c23 − c12s23s13eiδ c12c23 − s12s23s13eiδ s23c13
s12s23 − c12c23s13eiδ −s23c12 − s12c23s13eiδ c23c13

 , (1.4)
where cij = cos(θij) and sij = sin(θij).
1.1.4 Wolfenstein parametrisation
In practice, s13 ≪ s23 ≪ s12 ≪ 1, and a more convenient way to express
VCKM is due to Wolfenstein[5]. The following definitions [6] are adopted:
s212 = λ
2 =
|Vus|2
|Vud|2 + |Vus|2 , s
2
23 = A
2λ4 =
|Vcb|2
|Vud|2 + |Vus|2 ,
s13e
iδ = V ∗ub = Aλ
3(ρ+ iη), ρ¯+ iη¯ = −VudV
∗
ub
VcdV ∗cb
,
which ensures a parametrisation that is both phase-independent and unitary
to all. It can be noted that λ ≃ Vus. For the sake of illustration, Eq. (1.5)
shows a truncated expression of VCKM up to O(λ4),
VCKM =

 1− λ2/2 λ Aλ3(ρ− iη)−λ 1− λ2 Aλ2
Aλ3(1− ρ− iη) −Aλ2 1

+O(λ4). (1.5)
1.1.5 Unitarity triangles
Two relations coming from Eq. (1.3) will be used in the following,
VudV
∗
ub + VcdV
∗
cb + VtdV
∗
tb = 0, (1.6)
VusV
∗
ub + VcsV
∗
cb + VtsV
∗
tb = 0. (1.7)
5
E. Machefer
Notice that the magnitude of each component of Eq. (1.6) is of the same
order O(λ3).
Dividing each term of Eq. (1.6) by VcdV
∗
cb, one obtains,
VudV
∗
ub
VcdV ∗cb
+ 1 +
VtdV
∗
tb
VcdV ∗cb
= 0. (1.8)
Defining then
ρ¯+ iη¯ = −VudV
∗
ub
VcdV ∗cb
,
this sum of three complex numbers can be seen as the closing of an unitary
triangle, i.e. a triangle with unit basis, in the complex plane (ρ¯, η¯) as shown
in Fig. 1.1. The different parameters displayed are
Ru =
∣∣∣∣VudV ∗ubVcdV ∗cb
∣∣∣∣ , Rt =
∣∣∣∣VtdV ∗tbVcdV ∗cb
∣∣∣∣ ,
α = Φ2 = arg
(
− VtdV
∗
tb
VudV ∗ub
)
, β = Φ1 = arg
(
−VcdV
∗
cb
VtdV ∗tb
)
, γ = Φ3 = arg
(
−VudV
∗
ub
VcdV ∗cb
)
.
In the following, only the notation (α, β, γ) will be used for the angles.
C = (0, 0)
✲γ
Ru
A = (ρ¯, η¯)
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩
❩❩⑥α
Rt
B = (1, 0)
✂
✂
✂
✂
✂
✂
✂
✂✂✌ β
Figure 1.1: Unitary Triangle
We will scrutinise in the section 2.1 the Eq. (1.7) which sides and angles
can be obtained from observables related to the Bs meson. With an adequate
normalisation, one obtains
VusV
∗
ub
VcsV ∗cb
+ 1 +
VtsV
∗
tb
VcsV ∗cb
= 0, (1.9)
with ρ¯s + iη¯s = −VusV
∗
ub
VcsV ∗cb
. Because the terms in this equation have different
powers of λ, the corresponding triangle will be squashed, contrarily to the
one of Eq. (1.8) related to the Bd meson.
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1.2 Minimal Flavour Violation
The Standard Model (SM) describes three out of the four elementary inter-
actions in the framework of gauge theories, and it has not been proven wrong
till now. It indeed explains most of the phenomena that have been observed,
but it fails at naturally explaining the baryonic asymmetry in the Universe
and does not provide a dark matter candidate. The remarkable description
of all flavour physics and CP violation observables within the KM frame-
work suggests that any New Physics (NP) model should not bring additional
flavour violation beyond that present in the SM. This data-driven assumption
defines classes of NP models denoted as Minimal Flavour Violation (MFV).
In MFV models [7], all flavour changing transitions and Charge Parity
(CP) violation come from the CKM matrix. The decay amplitudes in MFV
models can be written as:
A(M → F ) = Pc(M → F ) +
∑
r
Pr(M → F )Fr(v), (1.10)
where Fr(v) are real process-independent master functions, that are reduced
to the Inami-Lim functions [8] in the SM, and Pc and Pr are process-dependent,
but model-independent, coefficients. Pc summarises the light quarks contri-
butions, in particular the charm quark, and Pr in the sum, incorporates the
remaining contributions.
The MFV master functions and Inami-Lim functions come from penguin
and box diagram computations as the ones shown on Fig. 1.2.
(a) (b)
Figure 1.2: Box and penguin diagrams.
Their knowledge is required for the determination of the predictions of the
branching fractions. The master functions associated with various processes
are given in Table 1.1.
As an example, the branching fraction of Bs → µ+µ− is given by
B(Bs → µ+µ−) = C|VtsV ∗tb|2ηY Y (v) (1.11)
where ηY are the QCD corrections, and
C =
τBsG
2
FmBsm
2
µα
2
EM(MZ)
16π3 sin2 θW~
√
1− 4m
2
µ
mB2s
f 2Bs . (1.12)
7
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K0 − K¯0-mixing (ǫK) S(v)
B0d,s − B¯0d,s-mixing (∆md,s) S(v)
K → πνν¯, B → Xd,sνν¯ X(v)
KL → µ+µ−, B → l+l− Y (v)
KL → π0e+e− Y (v), Z(v), E(v)
ǫ′, Non-leptonic ∆B = 1, ∆S = 1 X(v), Y (v), Z(v), E(v)
B → XSγ D′(v), E ′(v)
B → XSgluon E ′(v)
B → XSl+l− Y (v), Z(v), E(v), D′(v), E ′(v)
Table 1.1: The observables related to the master functions.
GF is the Fermi constant, αEM(MZ) is the electromagnetic structure constant
taken at the mass of the Z boson and fBs is a form factor, the decay constant,
given by lattice QCD computations.
The Y (v) master function absorbs any CMFV constrained NP contribu-
tions. Conversely, the v parameter generalises the parameter xt =
m2t
M2W
. A
specific CMFV model will add up to v the mass dependencies on the hypo-
thetical new particles.
In this paper, the first implementation of CMFV model will focus on the
mixing processes, since S(v) is only related to them, as seen on Table 1.1.
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Chapter 2
Global fits of CKM matrix
elements: the LHCb Bs inputs
2.1 Preliminary part
Before any implementation of CMFV models in the theory packages of CKM-
fitter, one should understand how the fit is done. The most simple case, is
the fit for the (ρ¯, η¯) plane using all the standard observables. We have tried
to perform a similar fit but using the (ρ¯s, η¯s) instead.
The result given by CMS and LHCb on the branching ratio of Bs → µ+µ−
[9] gives us information on the |Vts| matrix element. Because it does not give
any direct constraint in the (ρ¯, η¯) plane, it is instructive to implement its
effect on a fit in the (ρ¯s, η¯s) plane instead.
This fit is usually done on (ρ¯, η¯) plane then transposed to the (ρ¯s, η¯s)
plane, but since Bs → µ+µ− does not contribute directly in the first, con-
straint displayed on the latter might suffer from numerical convergency prob-
lems. In order to see the constraint of this decay, it is more convenient (but
fully equivalent) to re-express all the parameters in terms of ρ¯s and η¯s instead
of ρ¯ and η¯.
From the definition
ρ¯s + iη¯s = −VusV
∗
ub
VcsV ∗cb
,
V ∗ub can be extracted in terms of ρ¯s and η¯s:
V ∗ub = −
Aλ
√
1− λ2√1− A2λ4(ρ¯s + iη¯s)
1− A2λ4(ρ¯s + iη¯s) . (2.1)
Since (ρ¯ + iη¯) = −VudV
∗
ub
VcdV ∗cb
, ρ¯ and η¯ can in turn be expressed in terms of ρ¯s
9
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and η¯s
1,
ρ¯ =
λ2 − 1
λ2
ρ¯s − A2λ2(ρ¯2s + η¯2s)
A4λ4η¯2s + (1− A2λ2ρ¯s)2
, (2.2)
and,
η¯ =
λ2 − 1
λ2
η¯s
A4λ4η¯2s + (1− A2λ2ρ¯s)2
. (2.3)
Including this change of variables, the fit will be done using ρ¯s and η¯s
instead of ρ¯ and η¯.
2.2 Fit for the (ρ¯s, η¯s) plane
With the definition given with Eq. (1.9), the |Vts| constraint given by B(Bs →
µ+µ−) = (2.9 ± 0.7)10−9 will lead to a circle centred on (1, 0) as shown on
Fig. 2.1.
rhobars
-2 -1 0 1 2
et
ab
ar
s
-2
-1
0
1
2
0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
p-value
excluded area has CL > 0.95
CKM
f i t t e r
Figure 2.1: Fit of ρ¯s, η¯s using |Vcb|, |Vcs| and B(Bs → µµ) as inputs.
If |Vud| and |Vus| are included as inputs to get a constraint on A and λ,
the authorised region will greatly be reduced, only allowing (ρ¯s, η¯s) to be
1This kind of change of variable can also be applied to ρ and η.
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near the origin. The reason is that A and λ greatly constrain ρ¯s and η¯s due
to the relation between |Vts|, A and λ:
|Vts|2 = Aλ
2
1− A2λ4
[
(ρ¯s − 1)2 + η¯2s
] |Vcs|2. (2.4)
Including also ∆ms = 17.762±0.023 ps−1, the mass difference in B0s − B¯0s
mixing, and φs = 0.01 ± 0.07 rad, the CP violating phase in B0s decays, in
the fit for (ρ¯s, η¯s) plane, Fig. 2.2a is obtained. With the expected precision
s
ρ
-0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10
sη
-0.15
-0.10
-0.05
-0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
p-value
excluded area has CL > 0.95
bs plane
CKM
f i t t e r
(a) Fit for ρ¯s, η¯s using φs, ∆ms and
B(Bs → µµ) as inputs. The pink dot
is the region allowed with the standard
fit.
s
ρ
-0.15 -0.10 -0.05 0.00 0.05 0.10
sη
-0.15
-0.10
-0.05
-0.00
0.05
0.10
0.15
0.20
0.0
0.1
0.2
0.3
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.7
0.8
0.9
1.0
p-value
excluded area has CL > 0.95
bs plane
CKM
f i t t e r
(b) Fit for ρ¯s, η¯s using the expected pre-
cision of φs, ∆ms and B(Bs → µµ) as
inputs. The pink dot is the allowed re-
gion with the standard fit.
for the LHCb upgrade with the second run of the LHC, φs = 0.01±0.01 rad,
∆ms = 17.762 ± 0.023 ps−1 and B(Bs → µ+µ−) = (3.0 ± 0.3)10−9. A
difference between the value of ρ¯s and η¯s obtained with the usual fit (in
pink in Fig. 2.2a and Fig. 2.2b) and the allowed region with φs, ∆ms and
B(Bs → µ+µ−), might occur as shown in Fig. 2.2b. It can be seen that the
expected precision of φs can radically change the allowed region, and that
the precision attained with B(Bs → µ+µ−) will not have any effect on the
fit.
It is interesting to remark that the precision attained with the fit with
B0s systems is not as good as the precision attained with Bd systems related
fit.
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Chapter 3
CMFV in neutral meson mixing
3.1 No New Physics at tree-level assumption
B0d,s−B¯0d,s oscillations is an effective way to measure the matrix elements |Vtd|
and |Vts| precisely in the framework of the Standard Model. Experimentally,
the mass difference between the two states will be measured, ∆md and ∆ms,
for B0 and B0s respectively, from time-dependent analysis of B oscillations.
In the SM, ∆F = 2 transitions are described by the Inami-Lim function
S0(xq), with xq = m
2
q/M
2
W . For example, the explicit mathematical expres-
sion of a ∆S = 2 transition, as a possible process is shown in Fig. 3.1, is:
Box(∆S = 2) = λ2i
G2F
16π2
M2WS0(xt, xc)(s¯d)V−A(s¯d)V−A, (3.1)
where λi = V
∗
isVid, (i = u, c, t). In fact, that box is linked to the hamiltonian
governing the evolution of the ∆S = 2 system.
✛
✲s t, c, u d
d¯ t¯, c¯, u¯ s¯
W W
Figure 3.1: Box diagram of a ∆F = 2 transition.
Including CMFV models, one free parameter must be added to describe
these mixing. This free parameter is the master function S(v), that will be
expressed as r × S0(xt) in the following.
13
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The fit for the r parameter gives us an allowed region for NP that does
not exclude the SM, where r is exactly equal to one by definition. The
ordinates are the probability value expressed in terms of Confidence Level
(CL) of exclusion:
p− value = 1− CL
SM value
r
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0
1-
CL
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
CMFV
CKM
f i t t e r with no NP at tree levelr 
in the SMr 
(a) Comparison between CMFV imple-
mentation in a LO package and the SM
point.
SM value
r
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2.0
1-
CL
0.0
0.2
0.4
0.6
0.8
1.0
CMFV
CKM
f i t t e r using CMFV implementationr 
using NP assumptionsr 
(b) Comparison between the NP package
at NLO and the CMFV implementation
at LO.
Figure 3.2: Fit for r using |Vud|, |Vus|, |Vub|, |Vcb|, sin 2β, α, γ, ∆md and ∆ms
as inputs.
To test the validity of our implementation, we have compared our results
with those of a pre-existing so-called ”NP package” [10], where different
assumption were made. It must be noticed that, for the sake of the devel-
opment, the CMFV implementation has been made at Leading Order (LO)
(and will be extended to the Next to Leading Order (NLO) at the end of the
internship), whereas the ”NP package” is at NLO.
In order to be able to compare the two packages, a change of variables
must be made for the NP part. The ”NP package” is described by six real
parameters,
Re(∆d), Re(∆s), Re(∆ttK), Im(∆d), Im(∆s), Im(∆ttK),
where:
∆q =
〈Mq|Heffq |M¯q〉
〈Mq|HSMq |M¯q〉
, (3.2)
with Heffq the effective hamiltonian of the Mq − M¯q system (Mq = B0d,s, K0),
and HSM the SM hamiltonian. The ∆q are free parameters added in B
0
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mixing, B0s mixing, and K
0 mixing. B0d,s mixing will be multiplied by |∆q|,
whereas in ǫK , only the top loop will be affected with the term Im[(VtsV ∗td)2∆ttK ].
In order to have an equivalent of the r parameter from CMFV, the following
assumptions are made:
Re(∆d) = Re(∆s) = Re(∆ttK) = r, (3.3)
and,
Im(∆d) = Im(∆s) = Im(∆ttK) = 0, (3.4)
so that no new phase is added, and only one parameter describes NP contri-
butions.
Fig. 3.2b shows that our implementation is compatible with the ”NP
package”, for the same assumptions as in CMFV models.
With the assumption that no NP appears in tree level processes, CMFV
deviations of order twenty percent are allowed, as seen in Fig. 3.2a and
Fig. 3.2b.
3.2 Modification of tree-level processes
Since there is a tension between inclusive and exclusive determinations of
both |Vub| and |Vcb|, it is worth exploring the possibility that tree level pro-
cesses are affected by NP as well. Numerically,
|Vub|incl = (4.36± 0.18± 0.44)10−3, |Vub|excl = (3.23± 0.20± 0.26)10−3,
|Vcb|incl = (41.88± 0.44± 0.59)10−3, |Vcb|excl = (39.55± 0.51± 1.42)10−3.
These values should then be excluded from the fit in order to see how the
allowed region for r is modified with this assumption.Fig. 3.3 shows the effect
of relaxing the constraints from |Vub| and |Vcb| on the r parameter.
In this fit, the observables |Vud|, |Vus|, the angles α, β, γ, and the meson
mixing ∆md, ∆ms and ǫK constrain the free parameters. |Vud| and |Vus| are
used in λ =
|Vus|2
|Vud|2 + |Vus|2 , hence λmight not be affected by NP contribution.
The parameter A, usually constrained by |Vcb|, is constrained here by the
combination of ∆md, ∆ms, and ǫK , processes which also constrain the r
parameter.
It can be seen on Fig. 3.3 that it is |Vcb|, and hence the parameter A,
that brings the most important information on the fit for r. CMFV devia-
tions from the SM of the order of forty percent become possible when this
information is lost.
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Figure 3.3: Fit for r using |Vud|, |Vus|, sin 2β, α, γ, ∆md and ∆ms, and
without |Vub| and |Vcb| as inputs.
The fit for |Vub| in CMFV models, is shown in Fig. 3.4: the expected value
is |Vub|CMFV = (3.70±0.52)10−3, to be compared with |Vub|SM = (3.70±0.12±
0.26)10−3.
Since the (small) slope of the highest Confidence Level (CL) plateaus
in Fig. 3.3 and Fig. 3.4 are inverted, it worth investigating the correlation
between r and |Vub|. This is shown in Fig. 3.5. The small correlation be-
tween r and |Vub| is indeed negative, and the allowed region includes the SM
expectation.
A question arises at this stage: is it possible to cook a NP model working
at tree level and satisfying the CMFV first assumptions (i.e. where flavour
changing transition and CP violation only originate in the CKM matrix)?
A first attempt would be to add a new SU(2)′L broken gauge symmetry
into the description, but a problem would appear with the Yukawa couplings.
Another attempt would be to implement a new SU(2)N acting only on
the scalars, and whose mixing with SU(2)L would alter tree level amplitudes.
However, fixing the effective GF to its value from muon decay would fix all
tree-level low energy processes to their SM value. To overcome this difficulty,
one would be forced to venture into leptophobic models, so that NP would
only affect quarks.
The implementation of the master function solely related to the mixing
processes was the first step in implementing CMFV models into the frame-
work of CKMfitter. To complete this work, one should include observables
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Figure 3.4: Prediction fit for |Vub| in CMFV models
depending on other CMFV master functions, adding new free parameters
into the fit, as well as using new observables.
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Figure 3.5: Correlation between r and |Vub|.
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Conclusion
To conclude, we have seen in this paper a way to introduce a Constrained
Minimal Flavour Violation model into the CKMfitter package, as well as the
effect of the new LHCb measurement of B(Bs → µ+µ−) and φs on the (ρ¯s, η¯s)
plane. It is observed that the most important measurement as far as the null
tests of Standard Model hypothesis are concerned is the φs measurement.
Secondly, it has been seen that slightly modifying the theory by adding
a multiplicative free parameter in the B0d,s − B¯0d,s and K − K¯ mixing, order
twenty percent CMFV contributions are allowed, going up to forty percent
if New Physics appears at tree level. For the other processes, the implemen-
tation will be of the same type, adding in total 7 new free parameters to the
Standard Model (more if New Physics appears at tree level).
The next step is to implement CMFV in the Next to Leading Order
package, as well as including an additional parameter governing tree level
amplitudes modifications, so that the parameters |Vub| and |Vcb| could be
included in the fit once again.
Eventually a complete CMFV analysis does require new observables to
be introduced in order to constrain the other master function. This is a
perspective made possible by the exploration work made in this document.
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Abstract
The aim of the present work is to implement a Constrained Minimal Flavour
Violation (CMFV) model into the B0d,s and K
0 mixing processes. To do so,
the use of an additional free parameter is needed to describe our theory.
Adding this parameter, CMFV deviations of order between twenty or forty
percent are allowed, depending whether New Physics appears or not at tree
level.
Re´sume´
L’objectif du travail ici pre´sent est d’imple´menter un mode`le de violation de
saveur minimale contraint (CMFV) dans les processus de me´lange B0d,s etK
0.
Pour ce faire, un parame`tre libre est utilise´ afin de de´crire notre the´orie. En
ajoutant ce parame`tre, des de´viations d’ordre vingt a` quarante pourcent sont
autorise´es dans le cadre de CMFV, selon si la Nouvelle Physique apparait a`
l’arbre ou non.
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